By definition, strongly bounded disciplines and professions have their own discursive strategies, writing genres, methodological preferences, prescribed formats and epistemological assumptions. In addition, their associated Journals have different citation requirements (e.g. Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association, Chicago Manual of Style, Harvard, Vancouver or a specified hybrid) and language specifications. This means many contributors (including me) are learning a new citation system when submitting or first reviewing for the Journal. As we know, old habits can 'die hard'! Given the superb and authentic global reach of the Journal, some contributors are handling English as a second language. The publication struggles experienced by non -native speakers, particularly with the dominance of Anglophone publications, are well documented. 2, 3, 4 Currently, the Journal enables submissions in English (UK and US style).
For a given individual, the overall impact may be complex with not all the influencing factors resting at one extreme of the continua outlined in Table 1 . What is crucial, however, is how these background influences shape the nature, genre, discourse and presentation of the written submission to the Journal. Similarly, reviewers and readers come from their own traditions with accompanying expectations. Hence, a reviewer may provide feedback from their own disciplinary tradition that is at odds with that normally experienced by the author. A classical instance is the use of the third person versus the critically reflective use of the first person often employed by qualitative researchers, or the active voice as advocated by the British Medical Association in their guidelines to authors. As the Journal evolves further, our ability to be comfortable with the appropriate use of these different styles will facilitate accessibility. Occasionally, the use of the first person generates inappropriate description rather than analytical insights and reflexivity. Fortunately, as Lupo and Anna reported, so far we have had little need to resort to a third reviewer. No doubt this has been aided by the use of assistant editors and reviewers familiar with Tuning and the contexts of the submissions.
The beauty of the Tuning Journal for Higher Education is that it welcomes diversity and, by definition, not only a range of genres, but mixed genres. The scope of the ever-widening international Tuning community has enabled opportunities for reflection, educational reform, development and innovation. The Journal forms a natural home for the dissemination of these initiatives. As Lupo and Anna outlined, eighty geographical contexts/situations were represented during their tenure as editors. While this is most impressive, it demands particular skills from reviewers and authors alike. Authors need to make their contextual situation transparent so that readers and reviewers can experience the 'taken for granted' elements embedded in their context. Similarly, reviewers have to discern whether something is truly 'innovative' or 'new' or simply replication.
Let me give an example. When a new technology is first adopted as a pedagogical tool, it is 'novel'; the application may be 'innovative' and the outcomes variable depending upon the efficacy of the intervention and the appropriateness for the learners concerned. With the passage of time, this new educational tool gets embedded within one region of the world -perhaps within a single discipline. Research is conducted and the tool evaluated with generally positive outcomes (e.g. student learning, experience, achievement or resource efficiency). The challenges that now arise are the extent to which this intervention works with different types of students and their teachers in different settings. Sensible educators would test the introduction of tools which are novel to their setting, even if they are established and embedded elsewhere. Crucially, the study needs to point out the similarities and differences between the original setting and the applied setting to enable the reader to establish the relevance of the study to an international audience and their own domestic context. Here the Journal can play a key role in publishing our equivalence of 'translation' research, but only in so far as authors critically reveal the cultural nuances or characteristic features of the setting concerned.
The Tuning Journal is open to both subject experts, seeking to improve their practical pedagogy, and those whose subject expertise is education with or without a core academic discipline. Once again, we see the potential tensions that arise from these different discourses and expectations. Perhaps Boyer's seminal model of scholarship, comprising four domains, namely discovery, integration, application and teaching, has particular resonance for the Journal. 5 Our scope of interest enables those who desire to publish through the scholarship of discovery to reveal their experiences and findings through primary research and investigation. The integration scholars provide us with the possible meanings and interpretation behind educational activities and developments. The scholarship of application appeals to those who seek answers to practical problems, questioning how theory or new technology applies to this situation or that student. Finally, in the scholarship of teaching, the focus is on the role of the teacher and the way each teacher can enhance the achievements and experiences of their students through learning to evaluate and analyze the work of others as well as their own daily practice as a teacher. Good research papers of course give some attention to all the domains of Boyer.
In the first edition of the Journal in 2013, Paul Ryan, the founding editor, acknowledged the contributions made by the European Commission and the Journal hosts, the Universities of Deusto (Spain) and Groningen (The Netherlands). Paul laid down the gauntlet and invitation, namely that the Journal was to be open to all those "working to improve the quality, transparency, transferability and relevance of higher education programmes and who wish to share their experience with the global community". 6 The progress so far with the Journal has more than justified the Spirit evoked by the European Bologna Process and the key role played by the Tuning founders and activists in their endeavor to enable Higher Education Institutions to address the challenges of this Century. They have helped contribute to the necessary reforms of the European Higher Education Space. Tuning commenced with aspirations to facilitate student centred learning underpinned by effective pedagogy, stakeholder engagement and the achievement of quality assured competence-based education. What is crucial in the Tuning vision, particularly as it is now literally sharing experience within the global community, is the commitment to avoid uniformity, celebrate diversity, recognize points of convergence and find opportunities to share good practices. In true academic fashion, we must be ever ready for debate and deliberation.
However, the sharing of our experiences through the medium of text means that our debates must focus on how to achieve some degree of equivalence in academic rigour. This rigour must be robust enough to cross different disciplines, cultures and contexts while respecting individuality, identity and institutions. While it is essential to make explicit the common reference points associated with international codes of ethical publishing, research and educational conduct, some degree of flexibility may be required in the way we evaluate different modes of writing, argumentation, structure and presentation so as to be sensitive to culture and context. In other words, we need to continue to learn from, and with, one another about what constitutes quality in our different domains, what variations are acceptable and what modes of presentation must be achieved.
The very success of the Journal, the Tuning Process and the welcome contributions of the wider higher education community has led to this critical reflection on how we develop further a truly global publishing endeavor without experiencing, or generating, blind uniformity, inappropriate hegemony and unconscious bias.
So, in conclusion, the door is open for further critical debate and articles that address this challenge.
